ABSTRACT . Conyza sumatrensis is recognized as distinct from C. bonariensis and C. canadensis. Conyza albida and C. floribunda are treated as synonyms of C. sumatrensis. Conyza sumatrensis includes two varieties, and the new combination C. sumatrensis var. leiotheca is made for the nontypical variety, which is restricted to the Americas. Conyza sumatrensis var. sumatrensis is newly reported and documented in the United States; it also is found widely elsewhere in the Americas and is the sole variety occurring in the Old World.
Conyza sumatrensis has been recognized in traditional references (e.g., Candolle, 1836; Persoon, 1807; Poiret, 1808; Sprengel, 1826; Willdenow, 1803) , as well as in several Indo-Malay regional floras (e.g., Backer & Bakhuizen van der Brink, 1965; Koster, 1966; Miquel, 1856; Ridley, 1923) . Most other floras of the last century or so (e.g., Baker, 1882; Beentje, 2002; Cronquist, 1976 Cronquist, , 1980 Cuatrecasas, 1969; Hemsley, 1881) , however, recognized only C. bonariensis and C. canadensis as distinct, yet C. sumatrensis occurs in each of these flora regions. Occasionally, C. sumatrensis has been recognized as distinct from either or both C. bonariensis and C. canadensis (e.g., Ariza Espinar, 1982; Barroso, 1959; Burtt, 1948; Cabrera, 1959 Cabrera, , 1978 Gray, 1862; Jovet & Vilmorin, 1975; Keil, 1993) , but then generally under either the name C. albida Willdenow ex Sprengel or C. floribunda HBK. Burtt (1948;  sub Erigeron) appears to be the first to equate C. floribunda (1818) and C. sumatrensis (1788), but because the type of C. sumatrensis was seemingly lost he employed the next available name (C. floribunda). Following the works of Marshall (1973 and Walker (1971) , many authors (e.g., Gamisans & Jeanmonod, 1998; Grierson & Springate, 2001; Hajra et al., 1995; Hind et al., 1993; Lisowski, 1991; Nakajima et al., 2001; Pruski, 1997; Randall, 2002; Sancho & Ariza Espinar, 2003; Soria & Zardini, 1995; Stanley & Ross, 1986; Walker, 1976; Wurzell, 1988) adopted the name C. sumatrensis, albeit sometimes in reference to plants of C. bonariensis (L.) Cronquist.
Infraspecies of each of the widespread Conyza bonariensis, C. canadensis, and C. sumatrensis are often recognized in floristic treatments (e.g., Cabrera, 1978; Cronquist, 1980; Cuatrecasas, 1969; McVaugh, 1984; Sancho & Ariza Espinar, 2003) . validated the nontypical varietal name C. sumatrensis var. floribunda (HBK) J. B. Marshall for plants with a glabrous involucre surrounding disciform capitula, and Marshall (1973 ) and Sancho and Ariza Espinar (2003) treated C. sumatrensis as containing solely two varieties. Ariza Espinar (1982) and Guédès and Jovet (1975) treated each variety of C. sumatrensis recognized by Marshall (1973 as a distinct species, but we find that these taxa are not worthy of specific recognition. Rather, we prefer a more conservative approach, thus agreeing with Marshall (1973 and Sancho and Ariza Espinar (2003) by recognizing C. sumatrensis in a broader sense and as including two varieties. Concomitantly, we recognized C. bonariensis in a much narrower sense than many authors.
Erigeron bonariensis var. leiothecus S. F. Blake (validated by Blake, 1917 ) was given as a taxonomic synonym of Conyza sumatrensis var. floribunda by Sancho and Ariza Espinar (2003) , but has nomenclatural priority at the varietal rank. We find no other names with priority at this rank and here make the nomenclaturally correct combination for the nontypical variety of C. sumatrensis and provide a taxonomic overview of the species. Below we list the most pertinent synonyms; longer lists of synonyms of both varieties are found in Marshall (1973 and Sancho and Ariza Espinar (2003 Conyza sumatrensis is closely related to C. bonariensis and C. canadensis. Indeed, these three species were treated as adjacent species (sub Erigeron) by Sprengel (1826) and Willdenow (1803) . However, E. sumatrensis was subsequently dropped from common usage, and when recognized was commonly called C. floribunda (e.g., Burtt, 1948) . Conyza sumatrensis has been redescribed occasionally as an infrataxon of C. bonariensis, but more commonly it has been treated as a synonym of C. bonariensis.
Conyza sumatrensis differs from C. bonariensis by capitulescence structure, by smaller capitula with fewer series of marginal florets and fewer disk florets, and by lack of a reddish brown pappus. Conyza sumatrensis, however, resembles C. bonariensis by generally disciform capitula. Conyza sumatrensis differs from C. canadensis by lacking well-developed limbs in the corollas of the marginal florets, but resembles C. canadensis by similar capitulescence form and by a stramineous pappus. Conyza sumatrensis is also similar to C. glandulitecta Cabrera of southern South America, differing from C. glandulitecta most importantly by lacking vestiture of glandular trichomes. This variety is remarkably consistent morphologically throughout much of its range. As is to be expected with weedy species, however, variants are known. Notable among such deviants are rarely encountered plants with linear-lanceolate leaves. Such plants are reminiscent of Conyza canadensis, but the central broadly darkened glabrous phyllaries place such plants within the limits of C. sumatrensis var. leiotheca. Some of these linear-lanceolate leaved plants have peduncles to ca. 2.5 cm long and fewer, broader phyllaries. In these features, such material resembles southern South America C. blakei (Cabrera) Cabrera (syns. Erigeron bonariensis f. filifolia Chodat, E. montevidensis Baker, non Sprengel, Erigeron spiculosus Hooker & Arnott var. minor Hooker f.). However, these linear-lanceolate leaved plants with broad phyllaries and long peduncles do not have the pinnatifid leaves that characterize C. blakei, and are thus seemingly best retained within C. sumatrensis var. leiotheca. Conyza sumatrensis var. leiotheca
